INTRODUCTION
The introduction of term limits in the 1990s represents the most significant institutional change in American state legislatures since the movement to professionalize legislatures in the 1960s and 1970s. Today, some form of restriction on the length of tenure in office exists in fifteen state legislatures.
1
Term limits have also been applied to executive branch officials, most notably to the U.S. President and to state governors. In the wake of the term limit movement of the 1990s, an increasing number of municipalities-though an unknown fraction of the total-have extended term limits to local officeholders.
Enacted primarily by voter initiatives, term limits have been both the source of a debate over the merits of restricting incumbents' ability to return to office and the subject of close examination by scholars and members of legislative service organizations interested in determining how legislatures have been affected by and have adapted to these restrictions. The body of research, drawing on national surveys and intensive state studies, has addressed questions concerning the effect of term limits on the composition of legislatures, the competitiveness of elections, the power relationships between legislators and other political actors, and the nature and quality of policies produced, as well as how legislatures have adjusted their internal organization and operating procedures to accommodate these changes. This paper reviews the findings of research on term limits, almost all of which has examined state legislatures. We assess how well the arguments for and against term limits stand up to the evidence and discuss the applicability of these conclusions to local legislative councils and executive actors. While the debate over term limits has hardly been resolved, it seems that term limits are neither the panacea portrayed by the most fervent advocates nor the disaster depicted by the harshest critics.
I. THE INTRODUCTION AND SPREAD OF TERM LIMITS
The idea of term limits is an old one, having been a part of the Articles of Confederation. The idea was also applied to some executive and legislative offices in the 1780s (and also prior to that decade).
2
Likewise, term limits on state governors have a relatively long history, and, of course, U.S. Presidents have been limited to two full terms since the Twenty-Second Amendment was ratified in 1951.
3
More recent legislative-level restrictions and the debates that surround them, however, stem from the 1990s, when the push began to limit the tenure of state and federal legislators. Concern had arisen that legislatures were becoming overwhelmingly populated by careerist politicians and becoming unresponsive to public interests.
4
The term limit movement gained momentum when the Republican Party advocated for restrictions on congressional terms as part of its 1988 platform, and again in 1994, in its "Contract with America."
5
During this same time, political reformers and advocacy organizations saw great success in building support for term limits among the states; between 1990 and 1994, term limits were introduced at the congressional level in twenty states and at the state legislative level in twenty-one states.
6
These term limits were introduced by voter initiatives to amend the state constitution, by statutory initiatives, or by direct legislative action.
7
When the Republican Party gained a majority in Congress in 1994, the leadership brought a constitutional amendment limiting the terms of members in the House of Representatives and the Senate to the floor. Thus, restrictions on state-level offices were left to the individual states to decide, and any limits on the tenure of federal office holders were self-imposed. 10 Indeed, self-enforced restrictions on tenure in office have been a popular selling point in recent elections for congressional candidates who claim to be performing a public service rather than pursuing a political career, and who hope to appeal to the popular sentiment that long-term office holders have "sold out" at the expense of their constituents' interests.
11
Between 1997 and 2003, term limits on state legislators were repealed in six states, either by legislative action or by court rulings.
12
Thus, term limits are in effect in fifteen states two decades after the modern movement began. 13 The future of term limits is not entirely secure, as legislators regularly introduce proposals to modify them or overturn them entirely.
14 9 See U.S. Term Limits v. Thornton, 514 U.S. 779, 837-38 (1995). In the 2010 midterm elections, some fifty-nine candidates for the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate signed a pledge to support an amendment to the U.S. Constitution which, if passed, would limit House members to three consecutive terms in office and Senators to two consecutive terms. However, many of these candidates lost, and it is very unlikely that Congress would vote to limit itself in this way. supported by substantial majorities of the voting public, suggesting that they are not going to disappear quickly or quietly.
15
Even among the fifteen legislatures with term limits, the limits vary considerably in their restrictiveness.
At the same time, it is not likely that term limits will be expanded to new states, as incumbent legislators in noninitiative states, such as New York, are unlikely to impose limits on their own ability to run for re-election.
16
The most common constraint, in both upper and lower chambers, is eight years (two terms in the upper house and four in the lower house). However, the limit is as short as six years in some states and as long as twelve years in others.
17 In nine states, term limits apply only to consecutive terms; legislators may "sit out" for two years or for four years and then run for office again.
18
In Oklahoma, the twelve-year term limit applies to total service in the legislature; members who have exhausted their allowable tenure in office may not run for office in the other chamber as they often do elsewhere.
19
II. THE SCHOLARLY STUDY OF 
20
The evidence used to assess the effects of term limits has come from a variety of sources. Researchers have turned to large-scale quantitative studies to gauge the attitudes of legislators in termlimited and non-term-limited assemblies toward the internal structure of the legislature, the influence of other political actors, their legislative duties, and their political careers.
21
Other surveys have gathered the opinions of knowledgeable observers (such as executive and legislative staff, lobbyists, reporters, and others involved in the state-level political process) from different states about changes in the way the legislature has operated over the ten-year period in which term limits were implemented in some states.
22 Scholars have also conducted indepth interviews with legislators, staff, and lobbyists about legislative procedures and performed detailed case studies examining pairs of states with and without term limits. 
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institutions in American politics.
III. EFFECTS (AND NON-EFFECTS) OF TERM LIMITS
Scholars and pundits alike continue to debate the merits of term limits. Proponents of term limits argue that they make legislatures more reflective of the constituencies they represent by increasing turnover and decreasing the electoral advantages of incumbency. Thus, these proponents assert that term limits create opportunities for more people-and a greater variety of people-to serve, thereby reducing the incentives of those in office to cater to entrenched interest groups and electorally valuable, particularistic interests at the expense of the interests of their constituents.
24
Opponents, on the other hand, claim that term limits result in inexperienced and therefore somewhat incompetent policy makers, and that they cripple the branch of government that is most closely linked with the citizenry. As a result, these opponents argue that term limits enhance the relative power of governors, careerist bureaucrats, and lobbyists who have been playing the political game for a longer time.
25
The underlying question is, however, what have studies of the effects of term limits revealed? Below are some revelations:
The amplifying effect of term limits on turnover rates is significant but conditional on a variety of factors. Term limits establish minimum levels of turnover; with near certainty, this increases overall replacement levels in state legislatures. Turnover-measured as the percentage of new members in each newly elected legislature-has been documented as far back as the 1930s, when there was concern over the lack of experience in many state houses.
26
The data shows that average turnover declined steadily from over fifty percent in the 1930s to fewer than twenty-five percent in the 1980s. As term limits began to take hold in the 1990s, this decline was reversed overall-clearly owing to increases in the percentage of new members in term- Not only has average turnover increased, at times the number of new members has reached dizzying heights. In a number of instances, a majority of members were new; in the Michigan lower house in 1998, the proportion of new members reached sixty percent, and in the upper house in 2001, it was a staggering eighty-four percent. 29 In general, turnover rates are quite similar in lower and upper houses, though the effect is somewhat muted in the latter because new senators often have experience in the lower house.
30
Term limits have other effects on turnover as well. For example, office holders in some term-limited states are more likely to exit early in anticipation of reaching the limit of their permitted tenure; however, these "anticipatory effects" are dependent on a state's past turnover levels, the length and nature of the term limit law, the political opportunity structure, and the redistricting cycle. 
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which careerist politicians are replaced by average members of the community who enter and exit politics within a short period of time.
34
Overall, the proportion of women and minority legislators is no greater in states with limits on the duration of incumbency than in states without such restrictions.
Empirically, there is little support for either of these notions.
35
One exception to this statement is the growing number of termed-out legislators replaced by Latino politicians in districts where the underlying ethnic composition has changed over time.
36 It appears, however, that the only role term limits have played in this case has been to accelerate an existing trend. The same may be true in a few states for African Americans. Although the number of women elected to legislative office has increased slightly in both termlimited and non-term-limited states in recent years, analyses relying on techniques that control statistically for other variables reveal that this trend cannot be attributed to the presence of term limits.
37
Although it is axiomatic that term limits increase turnover, thus removing careerist legislators from office, it also seems that their replacements are not the citizen legislators whom advocates of term limits had hoped would inherit the legislatures. For one thing, the individuals who replace termed-out legislators are typically no less interested in politics and long-term political careers. They come into the job with at least as much elective office experience as those in non-term-limited states. 38 Unable to continue indefinitely in their current office, they move on to a variety of related positions: political party offices, elected positions in their communities, staff positions in the legislature, or to the other chamber of the state legislature.
39
The
41
There is some evidence that term-limited legislators are less linked to the particularistic interests of their districts; for example, they seem to devote less time and effort to constituency issues.
There is also no evidence that the presence of term limits increases the number of legislators who enter politics with the intention of returning to their private sector careers after completing what they hope to accomplish. 
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leads to open seats, which tend to be more competitive. 44 In fact, between 1996 and 2010, more than 2,200 state legislators have been termed-out of office as a result of restrictions on the number of years they can serve, thereby creating numerous open seat elections.
45
The "problem," however, is that while competition may increase when incumbents are removed from the picture, the regular schedule of turnover also creates incentives for likely candidates to wait for incumbents' forced retirements before running. Further, term limits do not reduce the electoral advantages of incumbency; when incumbents are able to run for reelection, they continue to enjoy the benefits "of name recognition, resources of their office" and staff, and greater campaign fundraising success, thus making it sensible for challengers to wait them out.
46
The tendency to wait out incumbents is especially likely for those with previous political experience who are more likely to pose a legitimate threat to the incumbent.
47
To date, there is little empirical evidence to indicate that term limits enhance competition. Quantitative analyses of data from state legislative elections in Michigan and California show no significant increase in competition in either open-seat elections or elections with an incumbent after the introduction of term limits. Surprisingly, overall competition decreased somewhat, and there was actually an increase in the number of landslide victories (indicative of a lack of competition) in post-term-limit California.
Thus, the contradictory effects of term limits on competition may offset each other.
48
Further, examinations of data from both state legislative elections and city council elections reveal no evidence that the presence of term limits increases voter turnout-as we might expect under more competitive circumstances. limited legislators have less time to learn their jobs effectively than do their counterparts in states that allow members to devote their careers to becoming experts on the policy-making process. The regular removal of the most experienced members of the legislature means that a significant proportion of a term-limited legislature lacks familiarity with the business of legislating and an understanding of legislative norms and procedures. 50 The fact that legislators under term limits typically have less experience with and knowledge about the political process means that other political actors-such as governors, lobbyists, and careerist bureaucrats-who have been involved in politics for a longer time and have developed extensive policy expertise, often have an informational advantage that inevitably increases their power relative to members of the legislature.
51
Term limits generally have an intensifying effect on the relative power of the executive branch. Surveys reveal that legislators and knowledgeable observers in term-limited states attribute a stronger influence over policy outcomes to governors and civil servants than do their counterparts in non-term-limited states.
52 Three implications are of particular importance. First, the decreased influence of legislators relative to governors may result in a reduced emphasis on the localized concerns of districts.
53 Second, the informational advantages of bureaucrats can transfer power from elected representatives to nonelected officials within the executive branch.
54 Third, the introduction of term limits has resulted in a reduction of legislative oversight of bureaucratic agencies-largely due to legislators' inexperience.
55
The effect of term limits on legislator-lobbyist relationships, however, is more complex. Without time for legislators to develop expertise in specific policy areas, legislators must rely more heavily on the information provided by experienced lobbyists when developing policy. Additionally, term limits have also affected personal relationships between legislators and other political actors-particularly lobbyists. Whereas lobbyists and legislators often develop familiar relationships over time in non- 
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term-limited states, this is less often the case in term-limited legislatures, where legislator-lobbyist relationships are regularly disrupted. 56 One effect of this disrupted relationship has been the reduction of disproportionate influence of certain interests, where long-term relationships had been developed with powerful veteran legislators. Under term limits, lobbyists have to work harder to make their cases to legislators because a substantial proportion of them are in their first term. Further, incoming legislators tend to be more suspicious of the influence of interest groups and lobbyists, even though they must rely on them more for information about policy.
57
There is no clear evidence that the policies produced by term-limited legislatures differ systematically from those produced by their unrestricted counterparts. The policymaking process itself has been made more chaotic and less professional due to the decrease in legislative experience and policy knowledge of term-limited legislatures, but the resulting policies do not appear to be different in nature or quality from those passed by legislatures without term limits.
Thus, while term-limited legislators cede power to other parts of the government, there appears to be a mitigating effect on the increased power that lobbyists have due to their advantages in knowledge and experience.
58
While the quality of legislative outputs is difficult to measure objectively, evidence about the general characteristics of legislation drafted under term limits offers no support for the claim that the institution of term limits results in better or worse policy. Contrary to the simplistic and narrow-in-scope bills that amateur legislators might be expected to create, evidence from California demonstrates that bills passed by term-limited legislatures were actually broader and more complex, perhaps because of increased reliance on the drafting expertise of legislative staff. Further, interest group ratings suggest that the newly elected legislators who replace outgoing incumbents are ideologically similar to their predecessors. Analysis of budget-making processes and outcomes in selected states makes it clear, however, that term-limited legislators have less incentive and fewer resources with which to oversee executive decision making.
60 As Kousser and Straayer conclude, "budget records clearly demonstrate that term limits have led to a significant erosion of legislative independence in the state budgeting process."
61

IV. INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO TERM LIMITS
Within legislatures, term limits have made everything faster. The fact that horizons on tenure are short means that legislators face greater incentives to make their mark in the world of politics as quickly as possible. Term-limited politicians are also less willing or able to remain on the sidelines, watching and learning, before becoming full participants in the policy process. Members become actively involved in drafting and debating legislation much sooner after joining the legislature than they would in a setting without term limits.
Legislators often ascend to committee chairmanships and leadership positions in a fraction of the time it takes their counterparts in legislatures without restrictions on tenure.
62
In response to these changes in the legislative process, legislatures have adapted their internal procedures and organization in a number of ways. First, legislators tend to hire more experienced staff to aid in the policy-making process.
63
Second, legislatures have almost universally instated training programs to educate legislators on everything from the billwriting process, to lobbyist relations, to administrative procedures. These programs have grown increasingly important in term-limited states, expanding in scope and duration. Third, the leadership selection process has shifted from one in which leaders naturally ascend to positions of power through experience and skill to one in which future leaders are identified quickly and 
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routinely so that they may be trained for leadership roles that come early in their careers.
65
These responses have somewhat mitigated the deleterious effects of term limits, though training programs and leadership preparation require a great deal of effort if they are to be done well, and even then they may not be enough to overcome the loss of time for learning, experiencing, and utilizing legislative processes and procedures.
66
V. APPLICABILITY OF FINDINGS TO LOCALITIES AND EXECUTIVE ACTORS
Data on the frequency and effects of term limits in municipalities is sparse, and empirical work in this area is virtually nonexistent. 67 As in state legislatures, the trend toward instituting term limits in local government gained momentum primarily after 1990, both via voter initiatives and the efforts of individuals and loosely affiliated groups.
68
Of the 100 largest U.S. cities, forty-seven percent were reported to have some form of restriction on the duration of incumbency as of 1995; the average restriction in all term-limited cities was eight years.
69
Today, mayors' tenure in office is limited in nine of the ten largest U.S. cities (See Table 2 ), with most having limits on council members as well.
It seems likely that the effects of term limits discussed above would apply in a relatively straightforward manner to city councils, which often have procedures, organizations, and objectives similar to those of state legislatures. Extending findings from state legislatures to city-level executives is less straightforward. It seems likely, however, that as is the case in state legislatures, the introduction of term limits in mayoral offices would have no effect on the type of people who seek and win office. Nor does it seem likely that term limits would increase the overall competitiveness of mayoral elections, for reasons similar to those discussed above.
It is likely that term limits do tend to weaken executives. "Lame duck" mayor and governors approaching the end of their tenure may receive less cooperation from other political actors who know the incumbent will soon be replaced. 71 The nature of executive versus legislative offices, however, may mitigate some of the impact of term limits on the effectiveness of executive leaders. Regardless of their degree of professionalization, state legislatures must share limited staff resources and coordinate the efforts and preferences of a large number of individuals, a substantial portion of whom (in term-limited states) are new to the legislative process. In contrast, even in small cities, executive positions are typically full-time offices with a relatively large number of dedicated staff. It may also be the case that the learning curve is sharper for executives, thus reducing the disruptive effect of term limits. Further, local executives, and certainly state governors, probably enter office with more previous political experience than newly elected state legislators, which may allow them to step into the executive role more quickly. It is also worth noting that most states, for whatever reasons and whatever the consequences, have seen fit to limit the tenure of their top executives. That is, governors in nearly threequarters of the states are limited in the number (usually two) of consecutive terms they may serve. 
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A. Term Limits in New York City
73
In 1993, voters in New York City approved a change to the city charter that established a limit of two four-year terms for the mayor, the comptroller, the public advocate, the borough presidents, and members of the City Council. 74 In 1996, voters rejected a referendum to increase the limit to three terms.
75 In 2008, with Mayor Bloomberg reaching the end of his second term, the City Council passed a law that extended the limit to three terms.
76 Finally, in November 2010, voters had the opportunity to decide whether city officials should remain subject to the threeterm limit or return to the prior limit of two terms. Unsurprisingly, the vote on the 2008 amendment to allow a oneterm increase, which was in the hands of Council incumbents, was approved (though only by a vote of 29-22, as some Council members were evidently wary of how voters would react).
77
Equally unsurprising, the 2010 charter change, placed before voters, was also approved by a wide margin, with citizens voting three to one to restore the two-term limit.
78
Despite the evidence that voters were largely in favor of the more restrictive limit (the referenda in 1993 and 1996), as well as a poll in October 2010 showing an overwhelming majority believing that term limits should be decided by a referendum, the ballot was soft on current incumbents, only offering the option to apply the proposed change prospectively-i.e., to officials elected Voters in general, as noted earlier, have remained strongly supportive of term limits. In this instance, they were likely motivated as well by dislike of the Council's action of overriding the voters' two previous votes. ALBANY GOVERNMENT LAW REVIEW [Vol. 4
in the 2013 election and later-thus allowing those already in office to serve three terms.
79
Numerous efforts to weaken or do away with term limits are par for the course in state legislative battles over such limits. It should be no surprise that similar actions occurred in New York City. Interestingly, a backlash arose almost immediately in New York City, and an effort is now being made to force a referendum in 2011 on whether the two-term limit should take effect in 2013 instead of 2021.
80
CONCLUSION
Neither the arguments of the advocates nor the opponents of term limits are entirely right. Apart from expediting ongoing changes, term limits do not have a diversifying effect on the composition of the governing bodies on which they have been imposed; most notably, term-limited and non-term-limited legislatures are similar in both the gender and ethnicity of their members.
Further, the introduction of term limits makes legislatures no more likely to attract "citizen politicians." In fact, restrictions on the duration of incumbency simply inspire careerminded legislators to seek other political offices.
Term limits do, however, increase the turnover rate in legislatures-both directly, by placing a ceiling on the legal length of tenure in office, and indirectly, by creating anticipatory exiting effects in some states. Further, term limits increase mixing between upper and lower chambers; in term-limited states, members of the lower house are more likely to go on to serve in the upper house, and there are even instances of members of the upper house moving to the lower chamber upon reaching the end of their term.
81
Despite their enhancing effect on turnover, term limits do not appear to make elections more competitive; in fact, it is possible that they have the opposite effect as a result of creating a regular schedule of open seats. Nor do term limits diminish the advantages of incumbency because term-limited office holders 
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enjoy the same electoral benefits as their non-term-limited counterparts for as long as they may continue to seek office.
82
Although it is difficult to gauge whether the policies produced by term-limited legislatures are better or worse than those produced by their unrestricted counterparts, policy characteristics across term-limited and non-term-limited legislatures appear to be very much the same, despite the fact that members of term-limited legislatures are, as a group, less experienced with policy making. This may be due, in part, to the fact that legislatures have responded to restrictions on tenure by reorganizing their internal procedures.
This reorganization quickly prepares members to become fully engaged in legislating. An additional response to tenure restrictions is the hiring of more experienced staff to assist with the process of drafting policy.
One aspect of politics that term limits do seem to affect is power relations between legislatures and other political actors. Legislatures with restrictions on the duration of members' tenure are weaker relative to the executive and must rely more heavily on nonelected parties, such as legislative staffers and bureaucrats-some of whom are executive political appointeesin developing policy. At the same time, the effect of term limits on the extent to which lobbyists and interest groups influence the policy process appears to be small, as term limits change the nature of the interaction between legislators and special interests.
83
The body of evidence on the effects of limiting incumbents' abilities to return to office continues to grow as scholars and legislative service groups observe the world of state politics in the wake of the introduction of term limits. While the debate over term limits has hardly been resolved, it seems that neither the highest hopes of advocates nor the worst fears of opponents have been realized. 83 Id. at app. B-2.
